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Can minimally trained college student
volunteers help young
at-risk children to read better?

lill Fitzgerald

[ Iniversity of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, USA

he main purpose of the present study was to in-
vestigate at-risk first- and second-grade students’
reading growth as they were tutored by mini-
mally trained college students. Also examined
were the nature of the growth and the effectiveness of
minimally trained college student volunteers on the chil-
dren’s reading growth. The college students in this study
were volunteer work-study students who were participat-
ing in the recent America Reads initiative sponsored by
L1.S. President Clinton, The children were first and second
graders who were deemed at risk of failure by their class-
room teachers and reading specialists in the schools,

In 1996 President Clinton established the America
Reads Challenge to mobilize a million work-study college
students as reading tutors for children in kinderganten
through third grade. The initiative was begun with the
understanding that children who do not learn to read
well in the early grades usually continue to do poorly in
subsequent grades (Clay, 1985; Juel, 1988; Stanovich,
1986), making the early years critical and pivortal in chil-
dren's academic careers.

The advent of the America Reads initiative immedi-
ately provoked controversy in academic and practitioner
literacy communities. The majority of prior efforts to pro-
vide extra literacy support for children in the early grades
have been in-school programs that have involved one-
on-one teaching by extensively trained professionals,
with Reading Recovery as the prototype of such interven-
tions (Hiebert, 1994; Shanahan, 1998). The popularity of
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such programs has been lostered by the generally posi-
tive results obtained with Reading Recovery (DeFord,
Lyons, & Pinnell, 1991). At center stage in the controversy
then is the question of whether undergraduate work-
study students with no or very little training in teaching
reading could significantly impact young children’s read-
ing ahilities (Wasik, 1998).

Two domains of prior theory and research are im-
portant to the present study—early reading development
and tutoring effectiveness, With regard to research-based
reading development theory, two early phases are
Literacy Roots, which typically occurs gradually from
birth through kindergarten, and Initial Literacy, which
typically occurs in first grade (Chall, 1996; Fitzgerald &
Shanahan, in press), The critical kinds of knowledge de-
veloped during Literacy Roots are metaknowledge. in par-
ticular, knowing about functions and purposes of reading
and writing; content knowledge, about a wide array of
subjects; knowledge of particular text attributes, especial-
ly phonological knowledge and graphemic knowledge;
and procedural knowledge, or learning what texts are and
how to manipulate them (Fitzgerald & Shanahan, in
press). Research has documented that literate knowledge
in this period develops concomitantly in reading, writing,
listening, and speaking (Teale & Sulzby, 1986). One kind
of learning stands out among the others as extremely im-
portant during the Literacy Roots phase; that is, develop-
ment of phonological awareness, or the ability to hear
and manipulate separate words, parts in words, and indi-



The study addressed at-risk first and second grade students' reading
growth as they were tutored by minimally trained college students
The college students were volunteer work-study students participating
in the recent national America Reads iniatve. 1n all, 144 children re-
ceived some amount of tutoring, Thirty-nine tutors used a four-part in-
structional lesson with the children, For main analyses. 64 children
whe received the full complement of twioring sessions were compired
to 19 who received fewer sessions. The main conclusions were: (i)
Comparisons using a within-program control group showed thar, on

Este estudio se ocupd del progreso en lectura de estudiantes en
riespo de primero y segundo grado que tenian como tutores 3 estu-
diantes universitarios minimamente entrenados, Los estudiantes uni-
versitarios eran trabajudores voluntanos que panticipaban de la re-
clente iniciativa nacional Amérnica Lee (America Reads), En total,
|44 ninos recibieron cierta asistencia. Treinta v nueve tutores usaron
con los nifos un tipo de leccion de intervencion didictica consis-
tente en cuatro partes. Para los andlisis principales, 04 ninos que
recibieron las sesiones completas de wioria fueron comparados con
19 que recibieron menos sesiones. Las principales conclusiones
fueron: (a) Las comparaciones usando un grupo de control intra-

Die Studie adressient Lesesteigerungen von risikobetroffenen
Schitlern der ersten und zweiten Klasse, wihrend sie von minimal
vorbereiteten College-Studenten Nachhilfeunterricht erhielten. Die
College-Studenten bestanden aus im Prakukum-Studium befindliche
[reiwillig mitarbeitende Studenten, die an der jlingsten amerikani-
schen nationalen Leseinitiative Amertha Keads tellnahmen. Insgesami
erhielten 144 Kinder eine gewisse Menge an Nachhilfe. Neunund-
dreiBig Tutoren nutzten einen aus vier Tellabschnitten bestehenden
Unterricht mit den Kindern. Filr die Hauptanalysen wurden vierund-
sechzig Kinder, die den vollen Verlauf an unterstitzendem Nach-
hilfeunterricht vermittelr erhielten, mit 19 anderen verglichen, die
weniger Unterricht erhielten. Die Hauptschluifolgerungen ergaben
(a) Vergleiche unter Anwendung eines Intemprogramms mit einet

Can minimally trained college student volunteers help young at-risk children to read better?

average, children made statisucally significant gains in instructional
reading level that could be attributed to the witoring The average
gain for children receiving the full term of ttoring was 1,19 grade
levels during six months of wierng. (h) The greatest impact of witor-
mg was in affecting children’s ability to read words. Among the chil-
dren who received the full term ol ttoning, most of their instruction-
dl reading level growth occurred during the second half of the
program, (¢ Patterns of growth in nstructional reading level were
different for low- and high-gains groups of children.

¢ Pueden estudiantes universitarios voluntarios, minimamente entrenados, ayudar a leer mejor a
ninos en riesgo?

programa mostraron que, ¢n promedio, los ninos hicieron progre-
sos estadisticamente significativos en el nivel de lectura que po-
drian atribuirse a la toria. El progreso promedio de los ninos que
recibieron la tutoria completa fue de 119 niveles de grado durante
se1s meses de tutoria. (b) El mayor impacto de las twtorias se pro-
dujo en la habilidad de los ninos para leer palabras. Entre Jos ninos
que recibieron la witoria completa, la mayor parte del progreso en
lectura ocurrio durante la segunda mitad del programa. (c) Los pa-
trones de crecimiento en nivel de lectura fueron diferentes pant los
grupos de ninos de hajo y alto progreso

Kénnen freiwillige, minimal vorbereitete college-studenten jungen kindern mit lernrisiken zu
besserem lesen verhelfen?

Kontrollgruppe zeigten, daf die Kinder im allgemeinen statistisch
bedeutende Fortschrine in der Leseanweisungsstufe machien, wel-
ches dem Nachhilfeunterricht zugeschrieben werden konnte Der
durchschnittliche Zuwachs bei Kindern, die iber den vollen
Zettraum Nachhilfe erhielien, warl, 19 Zensurengrade im Laufe von
sechs Monaten Nachhilfeunterricht (B) Die groste Wirkung der
Nachhilfe bestand in der Beeinflussung der Kinder in ihrer Fihigkeit,
Worte 2u lesen, Unter jenen Kindern, die dber den vollen Zeitnium
Nachhilfe erhielten, fand der groite Zuwachs aus der Lesean-
weisungsstufe wihrend der zweiten Hilfte des Programmes stat
(c) Die Zuwachsmuster in den Leseanweisungsstufen waren bei
Kindern in Schwach- und Hochleistungsgruppen unterscliedlich




ENBOVMEZTA-2ERST Yy FATICED, EMICEBLATHALE
MODLEHICRIDEALI»?

T OWRIE. BAROYME T CEENFEE T
A2 EIEN, BRICHML-—FEEZFED
AN mE L 22k TWa, FERERED
2B %America ReadsEIRERIZENT A4 7
YT A4 TOERNRENDEZETCHL, 2 T14AD
FHA—ERDOFEMBY 2 T 720 I9ADFELEHY
MM 5B TR W, #EEELETST
AAND T - LA —RE ST 10ADOTFH /-6 &

EEERTWS, FERiE,. (a) 7075 LAOHK
MIBEERAWAERIZE D, EHLT, FHRASIEH

BRIt Y THNAEMO L XL CHICH
WL EREETRT - EN9D A, MBVEF DR
Mx 4T L 7= FHoOFEE SIS FE OB E M
T1197L—FLAXLTHhHA, (b) #HBEEORK
KOPBREFHRL-LOEFBEHROUN~NOEETH S,
MMERTLL-FHA-SIZML T, #F®TERL
ANDEERIBEAYSE O T LABECBVWTE
LTwa, (c) HEBFHEMLNLOMEDIY —
OB N—TOFHREBWS V- TDOF
HrirEMNRENS,

Des étudiants bénévoles de collége universitaire ayant regu une formation minimale sont-ils en
mesure d'aider des enfants a risque a mieux lire ?

L'étude porte sur les progres en lecture d'éléves de premiére et sec-
onde année lors d'un wiorar d'eudiants de collége universitaire ayant
recu une fomuition minimale. Les érudiants éalent des etudiants
qui s'étaient portes volontdires pour un travail pratique dans le cadre
dle L récente initiative « L'Amérigue Lit -, Cent quarante guatre enfants
au total ant regu une cenaine quantité de witorat Trente neul tuteurs
ot conduit ung le¢on en quatre partles avec les enfants, Les analy-
ses principales comparent 64 enfants ayant suivi L1 totalité des ses-
stons de witorat et 19 enfanpts avant suivi moins de sessions. Les
conclusions principales sont : 1) Les comparaisons utilisant un pro-
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gramme intemne de groupe controle montrent que, en moyenne, les
enfants ont fail des progres statistiquement significatifs en lecture
que 'an peut ateeibuer au tutorat. Les enfants ayant suivi le pro-
gramme complet de tutordt ont progresseé de 1,9 années apreés six
mois de witorat. b) Le titorat 3 eu un impact maximum sor la ca-
pacité des enfants 4 lire des mots, Parmi les enfants ayant suivi toul
le programme de torat, [a majeure partie des progres ont eu lew au
cours de la seconde moitie du programme. ©) Le type de progression
du niveau de lecture n'est pas le méme selon que les enfunts onl
beaucoup ou peu progresse.
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vidual sounds in words (Adams, 1990). However, al-
though phonological awareness is critical to literacy de-
velopment, research indicates that it can develop as a
result of reading and writing growth (Adams, 1990
Tunmer & Nesdale, 1985), and that it therelore is not nec-
essarily a precursor to literacy development,

[n Chall’s words, the essence of the next phase,
[nitial Literacy, is "learning the arbitrary set of letters and
associating these with the corresponding parts of spoken
words” (1996, pp. 15-16). Metaknowledge continues to be
a key, but of a different sort in this stage than in Literacy
Roots. Here, students are learning increasingly that read-
ers and writers work together, that is, that each works on
the premises of the other (Nystrand, 1989), Further, they
learn about self-monitoring of their own meaning and
word making. For example, monitoring strategies such as
asking, “Does this make sense?” are essential for word
reading and production (Clay, 1993). Content knowledge
continues to grow. Key knowledge about text attributes is
immeasurably important in this period. During this time,
students are continuing to acquire grapheme awareness,
and they are learning orthographic or morphological pat-
terns in words. Children also are learning that (a) their
knowledge of syntactically acceptable word orders
learned previously through oral language applies in read-
ing and writing, and (b) their understandings of accept-
able word order can be used to help make sound
attempts at new words as they read and write. Finally,
they begin to develop procedural knowledge such as us-
Ing strategic searches and learning to select and produce
graphic and syntactic cues to read and write words and
sentences (Clay, 1993; Schwartz, 1997).

Perhaps most important to the present study with
regard to developmental theory abourt learning to read is
that research has affirmed the centrality of word recogni-
tion in early reading (Ehri, 1991). Although understanding
and response to what is read are always the predominant
goals of reading, it is clear that the major work of early

ading revolves around recognizing and pronouncing
words, During Literacy Roots and Initial Reading, three
phases of word recognition occur. In the beginning,
word learning is predominantly logographic (Ehri, 1991).
That is, children start to remember words using “strictly
visual characteristics rather than letter-sound correspon-
dences” (Ehri, 1991, p, 387), Next, children enter an al-
phabetic phase of phonologically recoding “spellings into
pronunciations according to grapheme-phoneme corre-
spondence rules” (Ehri, 1991, p. 396). This typically may
begin toward the end of kindergarten or in first grade.
Finally, children enter an orthographic phase when they
attempt “instant analysis of words into orthographic units
without phonological conversion” (Frith, 1985, p. 306).

Volunteers help at-risk readers

Tutoring in various subject areas can he an effective
strategy for improving student achievement, though the
extent of effectiveness varies from program to program
and across individuals (Shanahan, 1998). Similarly, it ap-
pears that across various subjects, tutors with more training
and experience have a greater impact (e,g., Cohen, Kulik,
& Kulik, 1982; Shanahan, 1998; Wasik, 1998; Wasik &
Slavin, 1993). However, it is clear that not all children ben-
efit from tutoring, with research results suggesting that tu-
toring is not especially effective with many low-achieving
readers (e.g., Mathes & Fuchs, 1994. Shanahan, 1998),

There have been few direct studies of tutor training
for reading instruction (Shanahan, 1998; Wasik, 1998). At
least two recent studies do suggest that either long-term
training of college students as tutors (Juel, 1996) or in-
tense and directed supervision of community volunteers
by graduates in reading education (Invernizzi, Rosemary,
Juel, & Richards, 1997) can have an impact on children’s
reading progress.

In sum, considerable research has accumulated o
support a clearly articulated theory of early reading de-
velopment. Important keys to early reading progress in-
volve development of phonological awareness and word
recognition abilities, However, to date little is known
about the extent to which reading tutors who have mini-
mal training can significantly affect children’s early read-
ing progress, The complexities involved in helping
children to acquire the necessary phonological awareness
and word recognition strategies might lead to the expec-
tation that only teachers with considerable understanding
of theory of early reading and of the intricate web of
word recognition mechanisms could suitably nurture ear-
ly reading. Yet, volunteer tutoring programs are currently
plentiful in the U.S. America Reads is a costly project with
high visibility, but many literacy educators have argued
that having work-study students tutor children is not the
most effective use of federal monies. Instead, many advo-
cate that the funds might have more impact on children’s
reading it they were spent in other ways, such as for
training reading teachers in school systems.

[t seems imperative to research various aspects of
volunteer tutoring in reading programs. The present
study was designed as a modest step in this direction, an
assessment of the effects of one program, involving mini-
mally trained college work-study students, on at-risk chil-
dren’s reading. To my knowledge, this study is among
the first involving the America Reads initiative (Gambrell
& Dromsky, 1999: Morrow & Woo, 1999),

The present study also is significant in that it pro-
vides an example of a unique alternative method for con-
ducting research on field-based programs where
traditional control groups may not be possible. This was
the case in the present situation because the schools de-
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clined the possibility of incorporating control groups into
the design. Concern was expressed that reachers of the
children in the control group might “look bad,” even if
they were performing well. Such concern is not unusual
in educational programs. In a classic experimental-control
comparison, the control group receives none of the ex-
perimental treatment. In essence, this is a test of how ef-
fective a treatment is compared with none of the
treatment. The alternative control group design used in
the present study builds on a method demonstrated in re-
search on a volunteer program done by Invernizzi et al.
(1997), involving a within-program control group format,
where a group of children is compared with a group of
similar children in the same program who received iden-
tical instruction, but less of it. The alternative design used
by Invernizzi et al. (1997) is essentially a test of how el-
fective a treatment is compared to a lesser amount of it,
rather than none of it. This alternative within-program
control group design is potentially a more stringent test
of a treatment than the classic form of comparing some-
thing to nothing. If statistically significant outcomes arise,
they clearly can be directly attributed to what is happen-
ing in the program in conjunction with the amount of
treatment that is provided.

Method

Sites and participants

Schools. Children from four elementary schools and
40 different classrooms were tutored. A representative
from each of four University of North Carolina at Chapel
Hill Partnership Development School districts chose an
elementary school. In each case except one, the school
was chosen because it had either the lowest or second-
lowest average reading scores in the district on the prior
vear end-of-grade assessments required by the state. In
one case, the school was chosen because it was the clos-
est to the university (approximately 20 minutes away).
This school was a designated Title 1 school, as were the
other three.

Tutor and supervisor selection and demographics.
Work-study students who were interested in becoming
tutors or supervisors under the America Reads initiative
were screened through initial interviews with a coordina-
tor responsible for program operations and with Literacy
Studies faculty. The coordinator was a Reading Recovery
teacher on paid reassignment from a local school district.
The purpose of screening interviews was 1o ensure that
all rutors and supervisors were enthusiastic, had a desire
ro work with young children, were willing to exert the
necessary time and effort, would be cooperative, and had
no prior criminal record. During the screening the basic

tutor and supervisor responsibilities were explained, re-
quired appearance and demeanor at the schools were ex-
plained, and questions were asked about the students’
reasons for wanting to tutor or supervise and abourt their
past experiences with children. Students were asked to
sign a pledge regarding prior criminal history and to
commit to complete attendance and prompiness at (rain-
ing and tutoring sessions. Only one tutor interviewee was
turned down.

Forty work-study students were selected as tutors,
All except one completed the year. That one dropped out
after approximately 2 weeks of training. Five graduate
students were selected as supervisors, one of whom grad-
uated midyear. Two additional supervisors were selected
for the spring semester. A demographic questionnaire
was administered to tutors and supervisors in September.

Tutor gender and ethnicity. Thirty-seven of the tu-
tars were female, two were male. There was considerable
ethnic diversity. Forty-six percent reported themselves as
having African heritage, 40% as Anglo, 5% Native
American, 3% Asian, 3% Latino, and 3% Indo.

Tutor college level and major. Eight percenl were
freshman, 45% sophomores, 21% juniors, and 26% se-
niors. Tutors reported a wide variety of declared or de-
sired majors, including education (21%), communications
or journalism (18%), sciences (18%), psychology (15%),
sociology (5%), a policy area (5%), English (5%), eco-
nomics (3%), and history (3%), with 7% undecided.
Future plans were also varied, with a full 30% of tutors
saying they'd like to teach or be involved in education in
some way, Twenty-five percent planned to go to gradu-
ate school, 17% said something like they “just wanted 1o
get a job,” 11% planned to go to a professional school,
and 17% were undecided.

Tutor prior experience, Many of the wtors (62%) had
previous experience with some kind of tutoring. Of those
who had tutored before, only one had tutored in reading or
writing. Of those who had tutored, nine (39%) had worked
with elementary-grade children. Forty-six percent of them
had wtored for a year or less, with the remaining having tu-
tored from 2 to 5 years, Aside from tutoring per se, a full
87% of the 39 tutors said they had worked with young chil-
dren in some form (55% in day-care or baby-sitting situa-
tions; 39% in volunteer settings; and 6% in their own
family, coaching, or counseling at camp).

Tutors' reasons for joining America Keads. 1t is note-
worthy that the majority (67%) of the tutors were interest-
ed in becoming a tutor mainly because they wanted to
help children in some way. Another 23% were involved
because they wanted to teach or help in literacy efforts;
and 10% indicated their primary reason was that the pay
was good for a work-study student (tutors received ap-
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proximartely US§1.50 more per hour than other work-
study students) or that they weren't sure of their reasons.

Supervisor gender, etbnicity, and college major. Five
supervisors were female, two male. Three reported hav-
ing African heritage, three Anglo, and one declined to re-
port. Two were working on a master’s in library science,
two a master's or Ph.D. in education, two a master’s in
guidance or school psychology, and one was a Ph.D. stu-
dent in comparative literature. Two planned to teach in
the future, two planned to become library/media special-
ists, one planned to become a school counselor, and two
declined to answer.

Supervisors’ prior tutoring experience. Four of the
supervisors indicated that they had tutored before in
reading, writing, or multiple subjects, with elementary
children or with multiple ages. Aside from tutoring, five
indicated they had worked with young children, all in sit-
uations such as camp counseling or field work for college
classes. Only one had ever been a supervisor before. This
was in a field component for her college course work.

Supervisors' reasons for joining America Reads. Two
individuals said they wanted 1o be supervisors mainly be-
cause the experience would be relevant to their field of
study, two said they wanted supervisory experience, one
said the program looked like a good one to help advance
literacy, and the others did not respond.

Child selection and demographics. The coordinator
me1 with principals and teachers at each site in August to
explain the program and describe the child selection pro-
cedures. Teachers were asked 1o refer children who they
thought were among the poorest readers in their classes,
but who also were not receiving additional special ser-
vices such as those provided by Reading Recovery or re-
source room teachers. First graders were requested, but
in some situations first-grade teachers did not refer
enough children relative to available tutors, so children
from another grade received services.

In all, 144 children received some amount of wrtor-
ing, though some of these were children who entered
and then left quickly because they moved. One-hundred-
thirty-one children were in the program long enough to
have received and returned parent permission forms for
inclusion in the research study . One-hundred-nineteen
perrmission slips to use data were returned for a 91% re-
turp rate, Two parents who returned slips indicated they
did not give permission. Of the 117 students whose par-
ents gave permission for their inclusion in analyses, 4
were kindergarten children, 77 were first graders, 32
were second graders, and 4 were third graders. The chil-
dren were in 40 different classrooms. Nineteen were from
school A, 27 from school B, 36 from C, and 35 from D. In
3 schools, 10 children were referred who in fact were not
reading below grade as measured by our pretests. The
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principals or teachers initially did not want any ol these
10 children dropped from the program, though some
agreed to replacements later in the year,

No child missed more than two sessions while in the
America Reads program. However, some children moved
away from the school, others moved in and were placed
in the tutoring program, and in some schools, children in
the tutoring program were shifted in or out of the pro-
gram by the school principal. In three of the schools
Reading Recavery teachers were working with children
who scored the highest among the lowest-scoring 25% of
tirst graders, and these students were not included in the
study. A few children attended America Reads mutoring
while they were on a waiting list to go to Reading
Recovery. After they entered the Reading Recovery pro-
gram, they typically did not return to the America Reads
program. No more than three children who exited from
Reading Recovery unsuccessfully were subsequently
placed in our witoring program.

Main analyses were conducted comparing 04 chil-
dren (47 first and 17 second graders) who received a full
complement of sessions (50 sessions, from September
through March ) to a within-program group of 19 chil-
dren (15 first and 4 second graders) who received 6 to 12
continuous weeks of tutoring.

Since the targeted instructional group was first and
second graders, and since there were very few kinder-
garten students (N = 4) and third graders (N = 3), the
two latter groups were excluded from any further analy-
ses. All children for whom permission was not granied
were also deleted as well as the 10 children who entered
the program reading at or above grade level. Following
are demographics for the remaining 99 first and second
graders. These demographics were obtained from the
school with parent permission.

There were 41 females and 58 males. One was Asian;
30 were African American; 60 were Anglo; 5 were Latino;
and 3 indicated multiple ethnicities. Information about
mother's highest level of education (N = 55) and whether
the child received free or reduced-cost lunch (N = 88) was
not available for all children, The available data suggested
that although some children receiving services were from
very low socioeconomic backgrounds, the majority proba-
bly were not. Seven percent of the children’s mothers for
whom data were available did not have a high school
diploma; 25% had completed high school; 38% had some
college education; 24% had a bachelor's degree; and 5%
had a master’s or doctoral degree. Only 28% of the children
received free or reduced-cost lunch.

Tutoring sessions
The Literacy Studies faculty at the University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill (consisting of mysell and




two others, James W. Cunningham and Dixie Lee
Spiegel) designed the tutoring session format based on
assumptions gleaned from previous theory and research
as detailed in the introduction to this article. Significant
assumptions about children’s learning were that (a) chil-
dren learn to read by reading in meaningful contexts; (b)
the ultimate goal of reading is gaining and making mean-
ing with text; (¢) the major work ol beginning reading is
getting words; (d) phonological awareness, or the ability
to hear separate words, chunks in words, and separate
sounds in words, is an important corollary to early litera-
cy learning; (e) reading and writing develop simultane-
ously, and learning in one informs learning in the other;
and (f) learning to read is facilitated through interaction
with a more knowledgeable other.

The tutoring session format was modeled after as-
pects of Reading Recovery lessons and a format used by
Invernizzi et al. (1997). The format was designed to in-
corporate techniques that have been documented to be
effective in research studies. There were four parts as fol-
lows: repeated reading of familiar text, word study, writ-
ing for sounds, and reading a new book. The first part of
the session, rereading, has been shown to facilitate fluen-
cy (Samuels, Schermer, & Reinking, 1992), aid automatici-
ty in word recognition (Samuels, 1979), and help
comprehension (Dowhower, 1987; Rasinski, 1990).

The word study portion consisted of various activi-
ties and games designed to (a) explicitly teach sight
words, (b) explicitly teach several word-getting strategies
(using context to get words, structural analysis, and
phonics), and (¢) provide practice in learning sight words
and word-getting strategies. Prior research suggests that
explicitly helping children to analyze words and learn
strategies may be especially beneficial to at-risk readers
(e.g., Lysynchuk, Pressley, d'Ailly, Smith, & Cake, 1989,
Pearson, 1984, 1985).

In the writing for sounds component, children were
asked to write a sentence of their choosing. During this
writing, a tutor could use various prompting activities de-
signed to assist the child in developing phonemic aware-
ness and knowledge of letters associated with sounds.
Prior research suggests that the segmenting of speech
and matching of letters to sounds required of young chil-
dren as they begin to write short sentences is an excel-
lent activity for developing phonemic awareness (Clay,
1985; ¢f. Invernizzi et al., 1997).

Last, a new book was presented to the child through
guided reading. This part of the format was designed as a
way for children to progress through increasingly difficult
books using scaffolded instruction. Scaffolding provided
by a knowledgeable other in material that has a few, but
not too many, unknown words is a beneficial way to
move children's learning (cf. Vygotsky, 1978).

Each child received two 40-minute tutoring sessions
per week. These sessions were intended to supplement
(not replace) classroom reading instruction. Tutors re-
mained with the same child throughout a given child’s
stay in the program. Tutors were required (o maintain
briet lesson plans. Books for the sessions were selected
from a set of leveled books often used in Reading
Recovery (e.g., Wright Group books). Supervisors visited
tutoring sessions at least once a week and also held 1-
hour group meetings to address questions with their tu-
tors once a month.

Tutor and supervisor training

The university work study office representative in-
terpreted the America Reads guidelines to indicate that a
minimal amount of tutor training could be done.
Consequently, we held a total of 33 hours ol paid train-
ing across the fall and spring semesters. Supervisors at-
tended the same sessions as tutors and were provided no
additional training. Approximately 10 of the 33 hours
were conducted exclusively by the coordinator and dealt
primarily with logistical and practical considerations, such
as how to talk with teachers and other considerations im-
portant to being a university representative working in a
school. All tutors and supervisors were required to attend
all sessions. Sessions were videotaped, and individuals
who missed a session were required to watch the tape.

The three Literacy Studies faculty conducted the re-
maining training sessions, Twelve hours were held before
tutoring began, and the remaining were spaced over the
rest of the two semesters. The main components of the
sessions were (a) an introduction to principles of emer-
gent literacy; (b) an initial overview of the four parts of
the lesson, which included a tape of a Reading Recovery
teacher doing a lesson with a first grader; (¢) discussion
of each of the four parts; and (d) examples of how each
of the four parts might be done. Methods of conducting
the training sessions included using videotapes, lecture,
small-group discussion, and demonstrations. Each session
was conducted by pulling from material the three Literacy
Studies faculty use in their undergraduate course on
teaching reading and writing and then modiftying the ses-
sion for the utors. Modifications included making sure
that all jargon was explained and pared down to essen-
tials, primarily emphasizing the techniques we wanted
the tutors to use.

Some examples used in instructing the wtors and
supervisors about each of the four lesson parts follow.
First, for the session on rereading, the faculty representa-
tive talked about what it was, how it functioned in the
large picture of what early readers should learn, why it
was important, and what research revealed about its im-
portance. Faculty then demonstrated a rereading by ask-
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ing a student from the class to participate. At the end of
the session, tutors met in small groups with their supervi-
sors 1o select books for rereading for their children and 1o
ask and answer questions.

Second, for the session on word study, four main
ways of recognizing words were elicited from the tutors
and supervisors by using a short story written with hiero-
glyphic-like graphemes. The participants read the story as
the university prolessor showed them new words for
qach page. After the reading, the professor elicited from
the class the various strategies and ways that they recog-
nized and remembered the words in the story. She then
grouped these ways into four basic mechanisms—sight
words, use of context, use of structural analysis, and
phonics. Each of the four word recognition techniques
was then studied in turn. Important charactenstics of
each were discussed (e.g., which words 1o use, how
many to select, when to teach which strategies), and a
minilesson for teaching each was demonstrated by asking
a small group of students in the class to panicipate.
Handouts were given [or minilessons for each of the four
techniques. At the end of the sessions witors met in small
groups with their supervisors 1o plan for implementation
of selected minilessons on strategies or rechniques of
their choice in their word study sections for lessons in the
upcoming week. Finally, the whole group met to ask and
answer quesuons,

Third, in a session on writing for sounds, the faculty
representative first discussed the importance of using writ-
ing for developing certain reading skills. Then he demon-
strated several examples of activities twtors might use with
their children, for instance, how tutors might show a child
severdl pictures and ask the child to select one 1o talk
about. The child would then say a sentence about the pic-
re 1o write. He showed how, if the child had difficulty
with a word he or she should be able to write, the tutor
could prompt the child to hear certain sounds in the word
and think about the correct letter(s) to match the sound.
At the end of the session, tutors met in small groups with
their supervisors to plan implementation of at least one of
the writing-for-sounds techniques demonstrated.

Finallv, during the session on reading a new book,
a shared reading lesson and a language experience les-
son were discussed and demonstrated by asking students
in the class to panticipate. Handouts were given for sam-
ples of shared reading and language experience lessons
with first graders. Students met in small groups with their
supervisors to plan at least one implementation of either
a shared reading lesson or a language experience lesson
for the lfollowing week. The whole group then met to ask
and answer questions.
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Data collection

Children’s reading level, various reading abilities,
and attitude toward reading were measured. Information
was also collected from tutors and supervisors. The data
about children’s reading and information from tutors and
supervisors were collected at three time points, at the in-
ception of the program (September), in the middle
(December), and at the end (March).

In a 2-hour session, tutors were trained in how to
administer all of the assessments. Refresher training took
place prior to the midyear assessments and the final as-
sessments. Immediately after each assessment, all proto-
cols were examined by the supervisors and the
coordinator for issues such as clarity in miscue marking
and whether the tutor had asked the child to advance
high enough in the materials. Then | scored and coded
all running records, and a trained graduate assistant
scored and coded everything else.

Reliability estimates for all measures were obtained
by having a second person independently score and cate-
gorize a random sample of 20% of the protocols. This per-
son was a clinical research instructor who had recently
completed a Ph.D. in special education with a secondary
emiphasis in literacy. Independent scoring took place after
both the graduate assistant and the clinical research in-
structor were trained about the scoring and categorizing.

Child measures

Several measures were used with the children, and
all were individually administered and repeated at all
three time points, except an attitude toward reading mea-
sure, which was given only at the beginning and the end.
Instructional reading level, including book level; ability to
read words in isolation; knowledge of letter names;
knowledge of sounds for letters in isolation; knowledge
of letters for sounds in context; and attitude toward read-
ing were measured,

Instructional reading level was assessed with the
use of passages from the Bader Reading and Language
Inventory (Bader & Wiesendanger, 1994), but following
procedures outlined by Clay (1993) for running records.
The Bader Reading and Language Inventory is an infor-
mal reading inventory. It was chosen in part because
grade-level equivalents ol passages of this published in-
ventory are well established and because, unlike some
other inventories, early reading levels are represented in
hoth preprimer and primer passages, providing greater
sensitivity to initial reading levels. The child read orally
from increasingly difficult passages while the tutor
marked the child’s miscues (deviations from text) on 4
second copy of the passage. Then | coded the miscues,
and percentage of words read accurately was calculated
to help determine instructional level. Inability to success-
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fully pass a preprimer-level passage was assigned a score
of “0." A score of *.25" indicated that the child successful-
ly passed the preprimer, but no higher passage. On aver-
age, in a normally functioning population, a first grader
can read at the preprimer level by the end of November,
or about one fourth of the way through the school year.
A score of “.50" indicated that the child successtully
passed the primer level, but no higher passage. On aver-
age, a first grader can read at the primer level by about
halfeay through the school year. A score of “1" indicated
that the child successfully passed the first-grade passage,
generally achieved, on average, by the end of the year. A
“2" meant the child successfully passed the second-grade
passage. Reliability for identifying miscues was .94, and
for coding categories, reliability ranged from .88 to .98,

Book level was the Reading Recovery book level be-
ing used during tutoring sessions. At the beginning, mid-
dle, and end of tutoring, tutors reported these book levels.
Levels 3 through 8 are approximately preprimer level; 9
through 12 are approximately primer level; 13 through 16
are typical levels for end of first grade, and 17-20 are typi-
cal for beginning of second grade (q.v., Modemn
Curriculum Press, 1996, as cited in Invernizzi et al., 1997).

Ability to read words in isolation was measured by
asking children to read words from graded word lists on
the San Diego Quick Assessment (LaPray & Ross, 1980).
Scores were determined with the use of the test direc-
tions, except that as just described for the previous mea-
sure, the final score was “0" if the preprimer list was not
passed, .25 if the preprimer list was passed, and 50 on.
The reliability estimate for scoring this test was .97,

Knowledge of letter names was measured using part
of Clay's (lowercase) (1993) Letter Identification subtest
of the Observational Survey, Children looked at individ-
ual letters and said the name. The score was given as
percent correct. Reliability was .98.

Knowledge of sounds for letters in isolation was
measured by use of a second part of Clay’s (1993) Letter
Identification subtest of the Observational Survey . The
child was shown letters and asked to say a sound the let-
ter could make, The score was give as percent correct,
Reliability was .94.

Knowledge of letters for sounds in context was mea-
sured using Clay's (1993) writing dictation task. The child
wrote a short sentence as the teacher repeatedly said the
sentence slowly. The score was given as the percent of
sounds in words correctly represented. Reliability was .94.

Attitude toward reading was assessed using seven
Likert item statements such as “How do you feel when
it's time for reading in school” (see Appendix). The child
looked at each question as the examiner read it aloud
and then chose and circled one face from a continuum of
faces with varying degrees of smiles to frowns. The score

was the mean across the items and could range from 1 to
5. Scoring reliability was 1.00.

Tutors’ and supervisors’ questionnaires

At entry and at the end of the year, tutors and super-
visors filled out questionnaires that provided demographic
information (detailed previously) as well as participants’
views on what they would (did) enjoy about their role in
the program, what would be (was) most difficult, what
strategies would be (were) most important in teaching
reading, what materials would be (were) most useful, con-
fidence in their role, and the main reason for confidence in
their role. At the end, they were also asked about weak-
nesses and strengths of tutor training.

Questionnaire responses were coded. Where cate-
gories of responses were created, intercoder agreement
reliabilities ranged from .70 to 1.00.

Focus group interviews

Focus group interviews were conducted at the be-
ginning, middle, and end of the year with 8 to 10 ran-
domly selected tutors. All of the supervisors participated
in parallel focus groups at the beginning and end of the
year, The interviews gave participants the opportunity to
talk in depth about problems they were having, positive
events, all aspects of the program, and their training. The
interviews were tape-recorded and later transcribed.

Analyses and results

Preface: Attendance and treatment veracity

Tutor attendance at training and tutoring sessions
was outstanding. Occasionally a tutor was sick, but all
missed sessions were made up at a later date. During as-
signment to the tutoring program, no child missed more
than two sessions.

Supervisors regularly reported that all tutors were
using the four-part lesson format, and a reading of select-
ed tutorial transcripts of sessions also supported the be-
lief that the tutors made a good faith effort to carry out
the sessions in the prescribed way.

General indicators of children’s reading
levels at various time points

It seems important to provide a general picture of
the overall progress of the children in the America Reads
program in advance of assessing specific research ques-
tions. This provides a context or backdrop against which
the research questions may be addressed. Fifty-eight per-
cent of the children in the full-term program (N = 64)
made gains of a half-year or more on instructional reading
level (a gain of .50 or better). This is about the gain one
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would expect in a normally functioning population across
a 5- to 6-month period. It is important to keep in mind
that the posttests were administered in March, which was
the sixth month of a 9- to 10-month school year. Thirty-
seven percent made outstanding gains, from 1 year to 4
years' growth over the course of the 6 months, Only 16%
showed no gain, while 27% showed an approximate 3-
month gain over the 6 months (a4 gain of .25),

Of the 99 children who met the criteria for inclusion
in data analyses, 33% exited the wtoring program reading
at or above grade level at the time of their exit. Note that
this figure includes the children who received short-term
instruction, Of those who were in the program less than
the full term, only 24% exited reading at or above grade
level.

Table 1 shows figures across time for various read-
ing indicators for the first and second graders with per-
mission for data inclusion. These figures should be taken
only as general indicators of reading levels for children
who were in the program at a particular time point, It is
important to remember that each time point does not in-
clude the same group of children, and further, some chil-
dren at later time points had only recently entered the
program. Therefore, one cannot accurately assess actual
growth from these figures.

The variable, Book Level, shows the Reading
Recovery level of books tutors said they were using with
children in their tutoring sessions. Children in the pro-
gram later in the year were reading at higher levels than
those in the program at the beginning of the year, and on
average, the children in the program at posttest time
were reading in primer-level books. Note also that while
some children were reading in high levels, some were
reading in very beginning levels. A similar picture
emerged for reading instructional level except that when
reading novel material for the posttest assessment, at the

end of the year children were, on average, actually read-
ing at first-grade level, that is. above the level expected in
March for a normally functioning population. However,
note again the considerable variability, with some chil-
dren’s reading instructional levels very low and others’
very high. Finally, children's attitudes toward reading
were generally high at both the beginning and ending of
the year.

Was the tutoring program effective?

Preliminary assessments. To test for program effects
on achievement level, children who received full-term tu-
toring were compared to children who received less than
full-term tutoring (cf, Invernizzi et al., 1997). In this com-
parison children who received less tutoring served as
controls for those who received more mtoring. All as-
pects of the treatment were the same for both groups ex-
cept for length of treatment.

Children who entered the program at the heginning
of the fall semester and stayed in the program throughout
the year were designated as receiving high-level treat-
ment. These children (V= 64; 47 first graders and 17 sec-
ond graders) received 25 weeks of witoring. To ensure
distinct groups, those receiving medium amounts of in-
struction were eliminated. Children (N = 19; 15 first
graders and 4 second graders) who received 6 to 12
weeks of tutoring were designated as receiving low-level
treatment. In the low-level treatment group, 2 children (1
first grader, 1 second grader) received 6 weeks of tutor-
ing, 6 (5 first and 1 second) received 8 weeks, 3 (first) re-
ceived 10 weeks, and B (6 first, 2 second) received 12
weeks. No more than three of the low-level treatment
group children had previously received Reading Recovery
assistance. Of the 15 tutors who taught children in the
low-level treatment group, 12 also taught children in the
high-level treatment group. There were siX tutors in the

Table 1 Means, standard deviations, and ranges for selected reading measures at pre-, mid-, and posttest for all first
and second graders with permissions for data inclusion

Mean 50 Range
Pre(N) Mid{ A Posti N) Mid Poast Pre Micl Post
Book level! 2.50(76H) 6. 40087 10.48(69) 2.06 3.26 4.88 1-10 1-16 1=22
Instructional rexading O6(92) A60093) 1.17C75) 13 o7 1.33 =5 (=4 ()—3
level
Attitucle toward 4.23(H8) 4.11(74} 68 #5 2-5 1-5
reading’

' Using Reading Recovery levels. Levels 3 through 8 are approximately preprimer, 9 through 12 are approximately primer level, and 13 through 16 are typical levels for end

of first grade (ef. publisher Modem Cumiculum Press, 1996)
‘ Possible score rnge, 1-5.

Nore. Numbers of children vary due o differing numbers of children in the program at vanous times and due 1o missing dam
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high-level group who had previous tutoring experience
with elementary grade children, ranging from 1 10 5
yvears. Three of the same six tutors also tutored children
in the low-level group, and there were no other tutors in
the low-level group with prior tutoring experience with
elementary-grade children.

To rule out other potential factors that might sug-
gest that any arising statistically significant differences be-
tween groups would not indeed be due 1o the actual
tutoring, several analyses were done. First, number of
sessions was independent of the pretest measures of in-
structional reading level, letter name knowledge, knowl-
edge of sounds for letters in isolation, knowledge of
letters for sounds in context, and ability to read words in
isolation (correlations = —.01 to - 19, p= .96 to .09).
These results confirm the suitability of using length of tu-
toring as a basis for defining a within-program control
group.

Second, it was possible that the low-sessions group
was, by chance, composed of greater numbers of children
associated with other risk factors such as poverty. If so,
then statistically significant effects would not necessarily
be attributable to programmatic treatment. To explore this
alternative explanation, correlations were done berween
treatment group and several other variables: child’s ethnic-
ity; child's gender; whether the child received free, re-
duced-cost, or fully paid lunch; mother’s highest level of
education; whether the child received additional special

Figure 1 Pre- and posttest reading instructional level
tor low- and high-level treatment groups
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services; classroom teacher; and witor. Only the correla-
tion of gender with treatment group was statistically sig-
nificant, x (V= 83) = .22, p= .05, There were more boys
in the group that received more tutoring. This result
would not detract from the legitimacy of statistically signif-
icant effects, however, in that generally boys are more at
risk for reading difficulty than are girls. Consequently,
having more boys in the longer treatment group might be
expected to work against greater growth, rather than
working to facilitate it. Therefore, with the use of the se-
lected variables, it appeared that the low-level treatment
group was not composed of more at-risk children.

Finally. attribution of potential important differences
between groups to an end-of-year growth spurt was
ruled out. That is, the question was raised as 1o whether
simply being in the program at the end of the year might
reflect some sort of typical developmental growth spun
as opposed to an actual effect of wroring, To address
this issue the growth was looked at for five children in
the low-level treatment group who were in the program
at the end of the year. All entered reading at a .00 or .25
level, and none of these children showed an end-of-year
growth spurt; their gain scores in instructional reading
level ranged from .00 to .25, Consequently, it did not ap-
pear that simply being in the program at the end of the
year, regardless of amount of previous utoring, could ac-
count for statistically significant outcomes.

In sum, the within-program control group made an
excellent comparison group. The main statistical analyses
were repeated measures analyses of variance. Each re-
peated measures model is described in detail in the fol-
lowing sections. The Fratios were calculated with the use
of the multivariate method rather than using the poten-
tially more powerful averaged univariate or mixed model
method. That is, the Fratios generated for the models
made no assumptions about the variance-covariance ma-
trices as all tests of the variance-covariance matrices re-
quired for the mixed model method were significant.

Program effects on achievement level. Two sets of
repeated measures analyses of variance were done to ex-
amine program effects on achievement level. First, a 2X2
repeated measures analysis of variance was conducted
with the use of instructional reading level as the out-
come, with treatment level (low-level and high-level) as a
between-subjects factor and time of test (pre- and
posttest at the time of the child’s entry and exit) as a
within-subjects factor. There was a statistically significant
treatment eftect, MV F(1, 76) = 4,72, p = .03. Overall,
high-level treatment children outperformed low-level
treatment children in instructional reading level. Table 2
shows the pretest and posttest means and standard devia-
tions and mean gain for each group for pretest and
posttest. There was a statistically significant time of test
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Table 2 Number of complete cases, means and standard deviations for reading measures at
pre- dnd posttest by treatment groups
Pretest Postiest
Number
Measure ol ciuses M sD M S0 CGiain
Instructional reading level
Lomw-level treaument 15 (18 12 37 76 29
High-level treatment 63 (04 ¥ 1.22 1.37 .19
Teatal 78 (15 12 1.06 1.31 I.01
Alphabet knowledge
Low-level treatment 16 D144 H.63 97 34 3.70 5.04
High-level treatment 57 G251 g3l 08.75 2.24 (1,24
Tatal 73 02.27 912 08.45 2.G8 0,18
Sounds in isolaton
Low-level treatment Iy B S(0) 1394 02.69 6,79 12.19
High-level treatment 57 75.65 24 B2 H6.60) 20,03 10,95
Tl 73 76,71 22 89 H7.93 18.12 11.22
sounds in context
Levav-level trestment 1 (2. 0y 2601 H7.38 12.76 2132
High-level reatment 57 50,84 31.06 92.49 H.90 35.65
Toaral T3 S8.86 30 10 91.37 100,040 32.51
Reading words in isolation
Levw-level trearment | (3 {5 20 36 32 20
High-level treatmemnt 57 (. 20 B2 57 70
Tenal T3 13 20 T2 50 549

Note As differ due o occiisions where there were midssing data Tor selected vanakbles

effect, MVF (1, 76) = 16.72, p < .01. Across both groups,
on average, posttest instructional levels were higher than
pretest reading instructional levels, Most important, there
was a statistically significant interaction between treat-
ment level and time of test, MV F(1, 76) = 6.27, p < .01
The children receiving more tutoring gained more (1.19)
than the group with fewer sessions (.29), The effect size
far this gain difference tusing the high-level group mean
gain minus the low-level group mean gain, divided by
the low-group gain standard deviation) was large (1.29).
The interaction is shown in Figure 1. This is particularly
noteworthy since pretest instructional level reading scores
were negalively correlated with number of tutoring ses-
sions. That is, children who had lower pretest instruction-
al levels and more tutoring outperformed those who had
higher pretest scores but tewer sessions,

Second, a follow-up 2X2 doubly multivariate repeat-
ed measures analysis of variance was done to explore in
greater depth possible factors that might account for the
instructional-level growth differences between low and
high treatment groups. In this analysis, the four outcome
measures were letter name knowledge, knowledge of
sounds for leters in isolation, knowledge of letters for
sounds in context, and reading words in isolation.
Treatment level (low level and high level) was a between-
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subjects factor, and time of test (pre- and posttest at the
time of the child's entry and exit) was a within-subjects
factor. All initial multivariate Fs showed statistically signifi-
cant effects when all four outcome measures were consid-
ered at once. There was a statistically significant treatment
effect, MV F (4, 68) = 3.20, p= 02. In addition, there was
a statistically significant time of test effect. MV F (4, 68) =
31.93, p< .01. There was also a statistically significant in-
teraction between treatment and time of test, MV F (4, 68)
=5.43, p< 01

The follow-up univariate results shed more light on
the multivariate results. (See Table 2 for means and stan-
dard deviations.) There were statistically significant time
of test effects for each of the four variables. Overall, chil-
dren’s posttest scores were higher than pretest scores for
knowledge of lerter names, knowledge of sounds for let-
ters in isolation, knowledge of letters for sounds in con-
text, and word recognition.

The remaining statistically significant effects showed
that the greatest impact of tutoring was in aftecting chil-
dren’s ability to read words. There was a treatment effect
for reading words in isolation, F(1, 71) = 5.09, p= .03.
On average, for reading words in isolation, those who re-
ceived longer treatment had higher word reading abilities
overall. Time of test was statistically significant for read-
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ing words in isolation, F(1, 71) = 53.66, p < .01. Posttest
scores were higher than pretest scores. Most important,
there was a statistically significant interaction of treatment
level with time of test, F(1, 71) = 16.42, p < .01 for read-
ing words in isolation. Children who received tutoring for
a longer period made greater gains in reading words in
isolation (.70) than did the other children (.20). (See
Figure 2.) The effect size for the difference in gains was
again large (3.13). This is a particularly noteworthy result
because the pretest scores for reading words in isolation
were negatively correlated with number of tutoring ses-
sions. Thus, children who had lower pretest word recog-
nition scores and a higher number of sessions
outperformed children who had higher pretest word
recognition scores but a lower number of sessions.

Figure 2 Pre- and posttest reading words in isolation
scores for low- and high-level treatment groups
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The only other statistically significant univariate ef-
fects were for time of test for each of the three other out-
comes—Iletter name knowledge, knowledge of sounds for
letters in isolation, and knowledge of letters for sounds in
context. In each case posttest scores were higher than
pretest ones, for letter knowledge F(1, 71) = 21.78,

p < .01; for sounds in isolation F(1, 71) = 8,55, p=.01; and
for sound to letters in context F(1, 71) = 52,98, p < .01.

What was progress like over time for the long-term
Lgroup as a whole? To assess the pattern of progress over
time for the group of children who received the program
for the entire 6 months, two repeated measures analyses
were done for that group, with the use of their scores for
the beginning, middle, and end of the program. In the
first analysis, the within-subjects variable was time (with
three time points) and the outcome measure was instruc-
tional reading level. The time effect was statistically sig-
nificant, MV F (2, 61) = 24.64, p < .01, with planned
contrasts showing statistically significant growth during
the first half of the program, F(1, 62) = 9.83, p= .00 and
again during the second half of the program, F(1, 62) =
48.03, p < .01. Inspection of the means (see Table 3)
showed that the greatest growth occurred in the second
half of the program.

In the second analysis, a follow-up doubly repeated
measures analysis of variance was done to probe growth
patterns in specific reading variables. Time was again the
within-subjects variable (beginning, middle, and end),
and the four measures were alphabet knowledge, sounds
in isolation, sounds in context, and reading words in iso-
lation. There was a statistically significant multivariate
time effect, MV F(8, 46) = 34.24, p < .01. There were sta-
tistically significant univariate results for time for each of
the four measures as well. For alphabet knowledge the
effect was F(2, 106) = 17.68, p < .01; for sounds in isola-
tion, F(2,106) = 26.29, p < .01; for sounds in context, F
(2, 106) = 74.26, p < .01; and for reading words in isola-
tion, F(2, 106) = 92.84, p < .01. Planned contrasts
showed that for each measure there was statistically sig-

Table 3 Number of complete cases, means, and standard deviations for reading measures at three
time points for children receiving high-level treatment

Pretest Micltest Postiest
Numbier
Measure ot cases M S0 M S M SD
Instructional reading level 63 04 12 35 82 1.21 1.34
Alphabet knowledge 54 02.37 9.49 96.31 4.18 0H.69 2.28
Sounds in isolation 54 76.22 23.75 87.43 10.0G 05.28 7.02
sounds in context 34 56.85 30.46 H4.39 18.51 92.37 0,12
Reading words in isolation 54 11 A7 32 .28 80 49
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Table 4 Number of complete cases, means, and standard deviations for reading measures at three
time points for children who made low versus high gains on instructional reading level

Pretest Midtest Posttest
Number

Measure of cases Lv SD M S0 M S
Instructional reading level

Low gains 27 04 19 05 10 14 16

High gains 22 A4 A6 B2 1.26 277 97
Alphabet knowledge

Low gains 22 89.36 13.28 093.73 4.606 97.82 2.08

High gains 20 94.40 5.31 08.10 10.48 99 60 1.23
sSounds in isolation

Low gains 22 7377 28.21 H3.45 10,15 03 24 7.81

High gains 20 79,65 20.57 90.10 Foe 97.65 380
Sounds in context

Low gains 22 47.00 30.96 73.91 23,72 87.27 12,149

High gains 20 70.15 29.02 04,80 7.90 96,35 2.54
Reading words in isolation

Low gains 22 9 14 17 21 49 25

High gains 20) 18 .20 50 .29 118 54

nificant growth from each time period to the next, range
of Fs (1, 53) = 11.70 to 102.17, with all p's < .01.

[nspection of the means (see Table 3) showed three
different patterns of growth. For alphabet knowledge and
sounds in isolation, the growth across the first half of the
tutoring (from pretest to mictest) was about the same as
the growth across the second half (from midtest to
posttest). Note, however, that for both of these measures,
average scores were quite high at the beginning. These
children, on the whole, entered the program with fairly
solid knowledge of letter names, and they could say a
sound for a letter in isolation quite well. On the other
hand, for sounds in context, there appeared to be more
growth during the first half of the tutoring as compared
to the last half, The pattern for reading words in isolation
was reversed, with apparent greater growth during the
last half of the tutoring than in the first half.

Taken together, these results suggest that during tu-
toring the predominant learning was initially in the area
ol phonological awareness, specifically, in the ability to
hear segments in words and in the area of knowing
which letters to attach to those sounds. The predominant
learning toward the end of tutoring was in the ability to
actually read words. These results appear to affirm con-
clusions from prior research that an optimal level of
phonological awareness is a necessary contingency for
sight word development (Adams, 1990).

What did the progress of highest gain children look
like as compared with the lowest gain children? To ascer-
tain potential differences in patterns between children
who made high gains and those who did not, two repeat-
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ed measures analysis of variance were done. The data set
of the 83 first and second graders who were in the low-
level and high-level treatment groups was used to form
higher and lower gain groups. Those who made no gain
or a gain of .25 on instructional reading level comprised
the low-gain group (N = 27). Those who made a full year
or more gain comprised the high-gain group (V= 22).
Others who made moderate gains were deleted so as to
form two distinct groups.

The between-subjects factor was gain group (low,
high), the within-subjects factor was time (pretest,
midtest, and posttest), and the outcome measure was in-
structional reading level. There was, of course (because
of the selection criteria for the two groups), an overall
group effect, F(1, 47) = 78.81, p < .01. The time effect
was statistically significant, MV F(2, 40) = 123.04, p < .01,
for growth from pretest to midtest F(1, 47) = 11.23,

p < .01; for growth from midtest to posttest, £ (1, 47) =
182.44, p < .01. Most important, there was a statistically
significant interaction of group with time, F(2, 46) =
07.11, p < .01. The growth patterns from pretest to
midtest and midtest to posttest were different between
the low- and high-gains groups. Table 4 shows the
means and standard deviations. The high-gains group
made strong growth in the first half of the program and
phenomenal growth in the second half of the program.
In contrast, the low-gains group showed almost no
growth throughout the year.

To assess the extent to which the high-gains
group's growth might be attributable to a children in sec-
ond versus first grade, I examined the percentage of first
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graders versus second graders represented in the high-
gains group, and the entry instructional reading levels for
all 22 children in the high-gains group. Twelve of the 62
first graders (19%) and 10 of the 21 second graders (48%)
were in the high-gains group. Thus, proportionately more
of the second graders than first graders made gains of 1
year or more. All of the 12 first graders' and half of the
second graders’ entry instructional reading levels were
.00, Only three of the second graders began at level .25,
and two began at .50, On the one hand, the five second
graders who began at preprimer (.25) and primer (.50)
levels were likely to be at more advanced word recogni-
tion phases than the other children. [t is also possible that
even the remaining five second graders who began at
level .00, by virtue of their added vear of exposure to
reading, had somewhat more knowledge about sounds
and word patterns than what is reflected in their instruc-
tional reading level scores. On the other hand, the rela-
tively small numbers of second graders represented in the
entire data set, as well as in this subset, make it difficult
to know what to make of the differences between first
and second graders' high gains.

To probe specific causes that might underlie the in-
structional reading level growth, a doubly multivariate re-
peated measures analysis of variance was done, using the
four measures of alphabet knowledge, sounds in isola-
tion, sounds in context, and reading words in isolation.
The between subjects factor was again comprised of low
versus high gains on instructional reading level, and the
within-subjects factor was time (pretest, midtest, and
posttest), There was a statistically significant overall dif-
ference between the low- and high-gain groups.

MV F(4, 37) = 7.10, p < 0], and in follow-up univariate
etfects for groups for each of the four measures excepl
sounds in isolation, for alphabet knowledge F(1, 40) =
8.91, p = .01; for sounds in isolation, F (1, 40) = 3.40,

P < .01; for sounds in context, F (1, 40), p < .01; and for
reading words in isolation, F(1, 40) = 29,31, p < .01.
Looking at the means for these four variables in Table 4,
we see that the high-gains group maintained an edge
over the other group at every time point, except on the
sounds in isolation measure. Time effect was statistically
significant overall, MV F (8, 33) = 29.42. p < .01, The dif-
ferences held across all four measures, and for each case,
there was statistically significant growth from pretest to
midtest and then from midtest to postiest, Fs (2, 80) =
13.01 to 87.86, p's < .01; contrast test Fs (1, 40) ranged
from 7.05 to 58.72, p's from .00 to .01. The low- versus
high-gain group by time interaction was also statistically
significant, MV F (8, 33) = 5.63, p < .01. Follow-up uni-
variate results showed that the effect was mainly attribut-
able to reading words in isolation, F(2, 80) = 15.58,

p < .01, with both contrasts statistically significant, Fs

(1, 40) = 15,47 and 16.18, p's < .01. That is, the patterns
in growth were the same for the two groups for all mea-
sures except reading words in isolation (see Table 4).
Essentially, for letter knowledge, sounds in isolation, and
sounds in context, there was a tendency for each group
to make slightly to considerably greater gains in the first
half of the year as compared 1o the second half of the
year (although the high-gains group always started higher
and ended higher, on average). However, for reading
words in isolation. whereas both groups began at similar
levels, the high-gains group made more growth in the
first half of the year than did the low-gains group. In the
second half of the program, the gap widened.

These results continue to support the position that
reading words in isolation tends to be dependent upon a
relatively high development of phonological awareness.
The high-gains group tended to be higher on these mea-
sures throughout, and their word reading knowledge ex-
ploded art the end of the program. The low-gains group
tended to be lower on measures that most directly in-
volved phonological awareness, but improved throughout
the year. An additional possible interpretation is that the
low-gains group might have been traveling the same tra-
jectory as the high-gains group, but that they were mov-
ing more slowly,

Tutors’ and supervisors’ perceptions of aspects
of the America Reads program

We analyzed the focus group interviews using pro-
cedures outlined by Coffey and Atkinson (1996) and
Glaser and Strauss (1967). Interviews were transcribed
and two individuals carefully read them all, making notes
in the margins and looking for themes. Thematic cate-
gories were created, and instances of support for each
theme were compiled. In the next round of analysis, the
transcripts were read for nonsupporting examples or
competing explanations. Following is a summary of the
most salient themes from the focus groups,

Program benefits. All wutors and supervisors in fo-
cus groups felt that the America Reads program was an
excellent initiative. At the end of the program, they
spoke of the great benefits for children. One tutor put it
this way: “I think that being one-on-one with him, it
helped him see that he really could do it well. And by
the time we were finished, he was reading [level] 18s
and 19s and 20s [approximately early second-grade lev-
ell, when I started him off in the 2s and 3s. I met his fa-
ther, and he said, ‘I really appreciate what you are
doing, because I can see it at home.' Even his teacher
would come up and say, ‘He's doing so much better in
class." That made me feel good, because 1 was not only
helping him with his reading, but with his behavior and
even in other parts of his education.”
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Tutors and supervisors also felt it was a wondertul
opportunity for college students to make a difference and
give back to the community and children. They felt they
had learned a lot about the complexities of learning to
read and about the great need for one-on-one tutoring
for some children.

Supervisors spoke [freely ol the strong commitment
tutors made. Some talked about tutors who had done a
tremendous job, especially those who worked with chil-
dren who had behavior problems, “turning around”™ many
children. Many tutors, they said, had “gone the extra
mile." Supervisors felt that the rutors’ positive attitudes
were a big factor in the children's progress.

Frustrations and concerns. In general, tutors and
supervisors felt the tutoring “went well,” although some
frustrations were expressed about some children’s behav-
jor, negative attitudes about reading, and fatigue. As the
year progressed, however, all tutors in focus groups felt
their frustrations easecl,

Some tutors sensed that principals and teachers
went out of their way to make a special effort to help
them to feel welcome and comfortable. In these schools,
the tors thought their children saw and felt this support
and that they felt special because they had a reading
buddy from the university. Some tutors did not feel as
welcomed at their schools, and they tended to think the
atmosphere surrounding their visits also affected the chil-
dren they worked with.

The tutors' biggest concern was that their students
would not make progress. As one said, “It would really
hurt me if they didn't really get to the levels they need
when we leave. That's what I'm most worried about. [l
want] to try to make sure that I do make the impact that
I'm out to make.” All of the tutors in focus groups were
very ambitious, wanting to make life-changing differences
in their students. Many expressed concern about chang-
ing children’s attitudes about reading, that is, about help-
ing them to be positive about reading and learning.

Tutor-supenvisor relationships. Most tutors appreciat-
ed their supervisors' help. All remarked that the supervi-
sors were pleasant and easy 1o talk with. Most liked
having their supervisor visit them on site to answer (ues-
tions and help with behavioral problems or other difficul-
ties. At the end of the program interviews some
mentioned that having a supervisor sit with them during
rutoring sessions was helpful. Tutors who had supervisors
with past experience in teaching reading were extremely
positive about their supervisors, more so than tutors who
had supervisors with less experience.

Most supervisors felt they had a good relationship
with their tutors, However, there were problems and per-
sonality conflicts in a few cases. Most of the problems
noted in this area were related to logistical concerns,
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such as wrning in paperwork on time and arriving for the
car pool on time. Required small-group supervisor-tutor
meetings went well for some supervisors, but others said
they were “ineflective.”

Supervisors nearly unanimously said it was hard to
become a supervisor because their role was not clearly
defined for them from the outset and because they were
about the same age as the tutors.

Training sessions. For the most part, tutors thought
training sessions gave helpful information. They especial-
ly liked the sessions that they thought gave them ideas
and information they could use with students, such as a
training session on games to use for word study and an-
other on how to take and interpret running records.

However, there were daspects of the training ses-
sions that both witors and supervisors thought should be
changed. They thought initial training sessions were (00
long and repetitive, that there was too much information
to absorb in a small amount of time, and that much of
the early information did not make sense until they start-
ed working with the children.

Suggested changes. Tutors and supervisors alike
suggested several changes for training, including shorter
sessions spread out more over the year, starting with just
one parnt of the lesson structure and activities and ideas
for the first day, and incorporating the training sessions
into the tutoring more. Supervisors also suggested a sepa-
rate session for them at the outset of the year 10 focus on
their leadership role.

There was consensus about other suggested
changes as follows: (a) find a way to communicate better
with teachers and parents, (b) give wtors a list of the

Table 5  Approximale program operanons costs

Dollar
In-kind hours amount
Lniversity program operation funeds LIS5G3, 000

Grant monies expencded A00

Work-study monies to pay tutors 45,346

Work-stady monies (o pay supemnvisons 37.900

School of education monies o 7,200
PAY SLUpETVISOr

TOTAL §153.746
Faculty hours for planning and tmining 120)
Secretarial ume 40
Principal and teacher time 50
Steering committee tme 112
TOTAL 322
Approximate dollar cost per student, 1,008
excluding in-kind contribution
(for 144 children)
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kinds of knowledge about reading that their students
would be expected to know by the end of the year, (¢)
ensure quiet places to tor, (d) have a formal introduc-
tion to the principal and teachers at their schools, (e)
make sure that tutoring sessions are not scheduled during
play times, (P clarify supervisors’ roles from the outset
both for them and for the ttors, (g) set consequences for
tutors’ tardiness and similar problems, and (h) help all
teachers and principals to know that the tutors are anx-
ious to help their children, and find ways for all teachers
and principals to welcome and support them.

Program costs

It is difficult to accurately portray program costs
since many individuals voluntarily contributed time.
However, a rough estimation may be made. Table 5
shows that approximately US$153,746 was spent on the
program, and approximately 322 additional in-kind hours
were contributed by various university and public school
personnel. The approximate dollar cost per student, ex-
cluding in-kind contributions, was US$1,068.

Conclusions and discussion

The following paragraphs detail the main conclu-
sions of the study.

1. On average, the at-risk first- and second-grade
children in this study who were tutored by minimally
trained college student volunteers improved their reading
achievement. Comparisons using a within-program control
group showed that, on average, children made statistically
significant gains in instructional reading level that could
be attributed to the tutoring. The average gain for children
receiving the full term of tutoring was 1.19 grade levels.

2. On average children made positive gains in letter
knowledge, knowing sounds in isolation, and knowing
letters for sounds in context, but the greatest impact of
tutoring was in affecting children’s ability to read words.
Further, among the children who received the full term of
tutoring, most of their instructional reading level growth
occurred during the second half of the program. When
considering specific underlying reading abilities, the pre-
dominant learning during the initial tutoring was in the
area of phonemic awareness and correct letter attachment
to sound. The predominant learning toward the end of
tutoring was in the ability to actually read words.

3. Patterns of growth in instructional reading level
were different for low- and high-gains groups of children.
The high-gains children, on average, made strong growth
in the first half of the program and phenomenal growth
in the second half of the program. In contrast, the low-
gains children’s growth almost flatlined throughout the
year, When considering underlying reading abilities,

again, growth in reading words was the factor that distin-
guished the two groups’ growth patterns.

4. Finally, tutors and supervisors perceived that the
program was beneficial to children and to themselves.

This study provides evidence that minimally trained
college student volunteers can help at-risk readers. This is
important because, to my knowledge, this is one of the
first controlled studies to provide such evidence, particu-
larly in relation to the America Reads initiative (cf.
Gambrell & Dromsky, 1999, Morrow & Woo, 1999),
Moreover, the 1.19 grade-level gain made by the children
receiving the full complement of tutoring is the amount
of gain expected for normally functioning children, on
average, in 4 9- to 10-month school year. Consequently,
to achieve this average gain in 6 months with a group of
at-risk readers is remarkable.

Further, the effect sizes were very high for low- and
high-level treatment group gain differences for instruction-
al reading level and for reading words in isolation (1.29
and 3.13, respectively), These were considerably higher
than those reported in other tutorials using paraprofes-
sionals or volunteers, or both, and were comparable to
several tutorials using professionally trained teachers
(Invernizzi et al., 1997, Slavin, Karweit, & Wasik, 1994),

The results also support the possibility of the effec-
tiveness of a tutorial using a balanced lesson design that
aims to develop beginning reading abilities by stressing
repeated reading, word study, learning about sounds and
sound-letter relationships through writing, and scaffolded
learning in increasingly difficult materials.

The pattern of children's progress over the year is
consistent with results of prior research on emergent liter-
acy, which suggest that phonological awareness is neces-
sary for word learning (Adams, 1990), Also, the observed
pattern for many children of learning more about sounds
and letters during the first half of tutoring suggests com-
patibility with the belief that they were in an alphabetic
phase (Ehri, 1991), and their increased actual word
recognition abilities during the second half of tutoring
suggests the possibility of movement into an orthographic
phase (Ehri, 1991),

A related contribution of the present study to the lit-
erature is documentation of the importance of long-term
tutoring to children’s reading development. It is possible
that, especially with at-risk early readers, reading devel-
opment may occur in fits and starts. For example, it
appeared in the present study that, on average, phono-
logical awareness development and its concomirants re-
quired a rather lengthy early period of instructional
support (in the first half of tutoring), but once instantiat-
ed, reading words as sight words and acquiring word-
reading strategies blossomed (in the second half of
tutoring). Consequently, continued rutoring seems critical,
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With respect to the phenomenal second-half growth
of the high-gains children, due to the relatively small
numbers of second graders in the study it was not possi-
ble to ascertain the extent to which this growth might
have revolved around some sort of optimal entry level re-
lated, for example, to being in a particular phase of early
reading development. In future research it would be ex-
tremely helpful to include more children at the second-
prade level in order to more directly assess grade-level
effects on as many of the outcome variables and patterns
in the data as possible.

Further, since low-gains children displayed a
growth pattern different from the high-gains children. we
might question whether these children were on the same
trajectory, but slower paced, as the high-gains children or
whether their developmental path was actually different.
Though we cannot know with conviction, there was evi-
dence that their yearlong growth resembled the first half-
year growth of the high-gains children, supporting the
same trajectory hypothesis.

Another imporant consideration is the cost of tutor-
ing models such as the one used in the present study. The
rough cost per student (US$1,068), excluding approximate-
ly 322 hours of in-kind contributions, so far as it could be
calculated, appeared in general to be less than other tutori-
als using highly trained specialists. For example, some
have estimated the cost of Reading Recovery to be about
US8$4,000 per child (Shanahan & Barr, 1995). Reading
Recovery is an intensive one-on-one first-grade school
reading program conducted by highly trained reading spe-
cialists, However, the cost per student in the present pro-
gram was somewhat higher than that of the Book Buddies
program (Invernizzi et al., 1997), a community volunteer
program in which former graduate students in reading ed-
ucation assessed each child's needs, wrote daily lessons for
tutors, and supervised them. The average cost per student
across three cohorts in that program was [JS5595. When
considering the cost-effectiveness of reading tutorial pro-
grams, although the program in the present study was
more expensive than some other volunteer tutorials have
been shown to be, it is important to consider that the ef-
fect sizes achieved were more like those attained with pro-
grams using trained professionals, who represent a far
greater expense o school systems.

It is important to remember that this is just one
study, that there are limits to the study that must be con-
sidered as well, and that these limits suggest that the re-
sults should be interpreted cautiously, especially with
regard to future policy decisions about similar initiatives, In
one respect, the within-program comparison group provid-
ed a more rigorous comparison than some other types of
control or comparison groups. In this design, all of the
children received identical formarts for mtoring. Only one
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feature distinguished the two groups—amount of tutoring.
Thus we know that statistically significant differences be-
tween the two groups are due to more tutoring of the sort
that was offered. This is a design adviantage over a typical-
ly used control or comparison in which children from
mainstream classrooms are selected (often on a matched
basis) for comparison. In a mainstream group comparison
design, many other uncontrolled features may exist as
competing explanations for statistically significant out-
comes.

Also, finding statistically significant effects in a with-
in-program comparison group may be especially important
because it may be more difficult to find such significance
when comparing a program to itself, so to speak. That is, if
the tutoring is effective, then it may be more difficult to
produce statistically significant effects when comparing
more of it to less of it than when comparing it to a main-
stream group of children who received no mitoring.

On the other hand, the design in this study did not
reveal anything about the effectiveness of this particular
kind of tutoring in comparison to another kind of rtor-
ing, comparing minimally to maximally trained tutors, or
comparing tutored groups to those with no tutoring.
Further, we cannot know from this study which of the
tutoring session components might most account for
children's growth.

Other limitations to this study should also be taken
into account when considering the meaning and practical
significance of the tutorial model used in this study. For
instance, long-term effects across more than one academ-
ic vear are not known for the tutorial model used in this
study. Also, the wtoring sessions were designed to ad-
dress and ensure children's comprehension of what they
were reading, However, the major work of beginning
reading is genting words, and consequently, the measures
used to assess children's progress reflected word leaming
and its concurrent or preceding factors rather than com-
prehension. Omission of @ measure of reading compre-
hension may limit the generalizability of the work.

Finallv, future research on tutorials such as the one
used in the present study is needed to investigate several
factors, including the following: (a) Which components of
the tutorial contribute to its effectiveness? () What roles
do social features of the tutorial play in children’s progress?
For example, does language that suggests a warm and car-
ing tutor disposition tend to positively affect children’s de-
velopment more than on-task. take-charge directive
language? (¢) Does utor experience play a role? For exam-
ple, do children tutored by tutors who continue from year
to year tend to do better than others? (d) To what extent
does a supervisor's prior knowledge about literacy affect
outcomes for children? (e) How do supervisor characteris-
tics interact with tutor characteristics 1o enhance or detract
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from children’s progress? (f) What is the optimal amount of
training and what are the essential characteristics of train-
ing that make a difference in student achievement?
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APPENDIX
Items on the attitude toward reading measure

How do you feel about going to school?

How do you feel when someone reads you a story?

How do you feel when it's time for reading in school?

How do you feel when you are asked to read out loud?

How do you feel about how well you can read?

How do you think you'll feel about reading when you're
older?

How would you feel if someone gave you a book for a
present?
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